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Records relied upon: 
A DMINISTRA TIVE APPEAL D ECISION NOTICE 
Facility : Released 
Appeal Control No.: 04-217-19 R · 
Benji .Reed, 04-B-3302 
Oneida County Correctional Facility 
607 5 Judd Road 
Oriskany, NY 13424 
April 1, 2019 revocation of release.and imposition of a time assessment of 12 months. 
April 1, 2019 
Appellant 's Letter-briefreceived August 27, 2019 
Statement of the Appeal~ Unit' s Findings and Recommendation 
Notice of Violation, Violation of Release Report, Final Hearing Transcript, Parole 
Revocation Decision Notice 
Final Determination: The undersigned determine that the decision appealed is hereby: 
~-· -- vAffirmed _ Reversed, remanded fo r de novo hearing _._ Reversed, violation vacated 
_ Vacated for de novo review of t ime assessment only Modifi ed to _ _ __ _ 
_ Reversed, remanded fo r de novo hear ing _Reversed, violation vacated 
acated for de novo review. of time assessment only Modified to _ _ __ _ 
_ Reversed, remanded for de novo hearing _ Reversed, violation vacated 
Commissioner . _ Vacated fo r de novo review of time assessment only Modified to _ _ _ _ _ 
If the Final Determination is at var iance with Findings and Recommendation of Appeals Unit, wr itten 
reasons for the Parole Board's determination must be annexed. hereto. 
This Final Determination, the related Statement of the Appeals Unit's Findings and the sep,larate findings of 
the Parole Board, if any, were mailed to the Inmate and the Irunate's Counsel, if ~y, on a _~[a-UJO ® · 
Distribution: Appeals Unit - Appellant - App~llant's Counsel - Inst. Parole File - Central File 
P-2002(B) (11/2018) 
STATE OF NEW YORK – BOARD OF PAROLE 
APPEALS UNIT FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATION 
Name: Reed, Benji DIN: 04-B-3302 
Facility: Released AC No.:  04-217-19 R 
    
Findings: (Page 1 of 2) 
 
Appellant challenges the April 1, 2019 determination of the administrative law judge (“ALJ”), 
revoking release and imposing a 12-month time assessment. The instant offenses involved 
Appellant’s possession of a loaded semi-automatic handgun with defaced serial numbers and in a 
separate incident, using a handgun to shoot the victim in the head. The parole revocation charges 
included multiple charges stemming from Appellant’s arrest for possession of crack/cocaine, 
marijuana, and drug paraphernalia including a digital scale, zip lock baggies, cutting agent and 
razor blades. Appellant entered a plea of guilty to the charge for possessing drug paraphernalia. 
Appellant raises the following issues: 1) the search of his home was in violation of his 
constitutional rights; 2) the hearing officer was biased and refused to hear evidentiary material or 
correct fabricated parole summary reports; and 3) the home visit policy should be revised in that 
parole officers should be compelled to wear body cameras. These arguments are without merit.  
 
Appellant’s parole was revoked at the hearing upon his unconditional plea of guilty.  Appellant 
was represented by counsel at the final hearing, and the ALJ explained the substance of the plea 
agreement.  The inmate confirmed he understood and there is nothing to indicate he was confused.  
The guilty plea was entered into knowingly, intelligently and voluntarily, and is therefore valid.  
Matter of Steele v. New York State Div. of Parole, 123 A.D.3d 1170, 998 N.Y.S.2d 244 (3d Dept. 
2014); Matter of James v. Chairman of N.Y. State Bd. of Parole, 106 A.D.3d 1300, 965 N.Y.S.2d 235 
(3d Dept. 2013); Matter of Ramos v. New York State Div. of Parole, 300 A.D.2d 852, 853, 752 
N.Y.S.2d 159 (3d Dept. 2002).  Consequently, his guilty plea forecloses this challenge.  See Matter 
of Steele, 123 A.D.3d 1170, 998 N.Y.S.2d 244; Matter of Gonzalez v. Artus, 107 A.D.3d 1568, 
1569, 966 N.Y.S.2d 710, 711 (4th Dept. 2013). 
 
Appellant’s contention that the search of his home was in violation of his constitutional rights 
is without merit. The record reflects the parole officer commenced a search while conducting a 
home visit. Parolees are not entitled to absolute freedom, but only conditional liberty subject to 
restrictions to assure rehabilitation and public safety.  Griffin v. Wisconsin, 483 U.S. 868, 874-75, 
107 S. Ct. 3164, 3169 (1987). A parolee’s right to be free from unreasonable searches and seizures 
is not violated if a parole officer’s search of the parolee’s person or property is rationally and 
reasonably related to the performance of his duties as a parole officer. People v. Huntley, 43 
N.Y.2d 175, 401 N.Y.S.2d 31 (1977).   
 
There is simply no support in the record for appellant’s claim that the administrative law judge 
was prejudiced or biased against him.  Matter of Hampton v. Kirkpatrick, 82 A.D.3d 1639, 919 
N.Y.S.2d 422 (4th Dept. 2011); People ex rel. Brazeau v. McLaughlin, 233 A.D.2d 724, 725, 650 
N.Y.S.2d 361 (3d Dept. 1996), lv. denied, 89 N.Y.2d 810, 656 N.Y.S.2d 738 (1997). 
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Insofar as the inmate raises issues with the home visit policy, the matter is beyond the scope of 
the Appeals Unit.  9 NYCRR § 8006.3; id. §§ 8006 et seq. 
 
Recommendation:  Affirm. 
